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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7-9, 13-17, 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rousse (6,41 1,680) in view of Gaudel (Publication No. 2,495,866). 

Consider claim 1. Rousse teaches a method of powering an electronic circuit (telephone 
set 5) with a telephone line (1 and 3), comprising detecting a voltage across the telephone line, 
and applying telephone line power to the electronic circuit based on a characteristic of the 
detected voltage (col. 2, In. 43 to col. 3, In. 3, In. 25-31; col. 4, In. 34-65). 

Rousse does not teach conditioning the voltage across the telephone line. However, 
Gaudel teaches conditioning the voltage across the telephone line (e.g., the voltage on the TIP 
and Ring line (10-1 1) is condition by Resistor (12), MOV 13, bridged rectified (4-7), current 
regulating (1)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teachings of Gaudel into the teachings of Rousse in order to 
provide an improved over- voltage detections that guard electronic circuit against power surge 
and over-voltage conditions. 
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Consider claim 2. Rousse further teaches applying telephone line power to the electronic 
circuit when the detected voltage exceeds a selected voltage level (the switch 7 is closed only 
when there is a safe voltage level that lays between the over- voltage and under- voltage 
thresholds; col. 3, In. 25-31; col. 4, In. 55-62). 

Consider claim 3. Rousse further teaches that the voltage across the telephone line is 
detected while the telephone line is in an on-hook state (the under- voltage and over- voltage are 
sensed before the controller 15 allows the switch 7 to be closed; col. 4, In. 55-62). 

Consider claim 4. Rousse further inherently teaches the voltage across the telephone line 
is detected while limiting the DC current drain from the telephone line to <1.0 microamps (the 
under- voltage and over-voltage are sensed before the controller 1 5 allows the switch 7 to be 
closed; col. 4, In. 55-62. In other words, the under-voltage and over-voltage are sensed while the 
telephone line is in an on-hook state. In this state, there is no current (0 ampere) drained from 
the telephone line). 

Consider claim 5. Rousse further teaches the switch (7) is closed only when there is a 
safe voltage level that lays between the over-voltage and under-voltage thresholds (col. 3, In. 25- 
31; col. 4, In. 55-62). This safe voltage level is the voltage level required for proper operation of 
a digital logic circuit in the electronic circuit (e.g., digital telephone set would inherently have 
some logic circuits). 

Consider claims 7-9. Rousse's line (27, fig. 2) is the set/reset line (col. 4, In. 64 to col. 5, 

In. 22). 
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Consider claim 13. Rousse teaches an apparatus for powering an electronic circuit with 
telephone line power, comprising a voltage detector (9 or 1 1); reset signal (set/reset signal on 
line 27, fig. 2); and a switch (7) for applying telephone line power to the electronic circuit (5). 

Consider claim 14. Rousse further teaches the reset signal is generates when measured 
voltage exceeds a selected voltage (the switch 7 is closed only when there is a safe voltage level 
that lays between the over-voltage and under- voltage thresholds; col 3, In. 25-31; col. 4, In. 55- 
62). 

Consider claim 15. Rousse further inherently teaches the voltage across the telephone 
line is detected while limiting the DC current drain from the telephone line to <1 .0 microamps 
(the under- voltage and over- voltage are sensed before the controller 15 allows the switch 7 to be 
closed; col. 4, In. 55-62. In other words, the under-voltage and over-voltage are sensed while the 
telephone line is in an on-hook state. In this state, there is no current (0 ampere) drained from 
the telephone line). 

Consider claim 16. Rousse teaches an apparatus for powering an electronic circuit with 
telephone line power, comprising a voltage detector (9 or 1 1); reset signal (set/reset signal on 
line 27, fig. 2); and a switch (7) for applying telephone line power to the electronic circuit (5). 

Consider claim 17. Rousse further teaches the reset signal is generates when measured 
voltage exceeds a selected voltage (the switch 7 is closed only when there is a safe voltage level 
that lays between the over-voltage and under-voltage thresholds; col. 3, In. 25-31; col. 4, In. 55- 
62). 
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Consider claim 20. Rousse further teaches a high impedance resistor connected in series 
with the electronic circuit for limiting the voltage applied across the electronic circuit (col. 4, In. 
42-45). 

3. Claims 10-11, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rousse 
(6,41 1,680) in view of Gaudel (Publication No. 2,495,866) as applied to claims 1-5, 7-9, 13-17, 
20 above, and further in view of Colvin et al (5,471,524). 

Consider claims 10, 19. Rousse in view of Gaudel does not explicitly teach storing up 
charge from the telephone line prior to applying telephone line power to the electronic circuit. 

Colvin teaches storing up charge from the telephone line prior to applying telephone line 
power to the electronic circuit (capacitors C5-C6, fig. 3, col. 9, In. 64 to col. 10, In. 25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teachings of Colvin into the teachings of Rousse in view of 
Gaudel, so that to ensure that the microprocessor (19) operates properly. 

Consider claim 1 1 . Colvin further teaches dissipating the stored up charge across the 
electronic circuit when the detected voltage exceeds a selected voltage level (fig. 3, col. 9, In. 64 
to col. 10, In. 25). 

4. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Price et al 
(5,783,999) in view of Richter et al (6,149,319) and Rousse (6,41 1,680). 

Consider claim 12. Price teaches a method of powering a data access arrangement (38) 
with a telephone line (32, 34), the data access arrangement having a electronic circuit (the DAA 
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inherently has electronic circuit), the method comprising applying a reset signal to the data 
access arrangement (col. 9, In. 56-63), detecting the voltage across the telephone line while the 
telephone line is in an on-hook state (col. 8, In. 40 to col. 9, In. 63), powering the DAA with 
telephone line power when the detected voltage falls below the maximum thresholds 
(approximately 48 volts and 120 mA; col. 8, In. 40 to col. 9, In. 63), and turning-off the reset 
signal to the electronic circuit after powering the DAA (col. 8, In. 17-30; col. 9, In. 56-63). 
Price, however, does not clearly teach that the DAA having CMOS electronic circuit. 

Richter teaches a PCMCIA card having CMOS electronic circuit (col. 1, In. 26 to col. 6, 

In. 34). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teachings of Richter into the teachings of Price in order to 
provide an improved under- voltage and over- voltage detections that guard electronic circuit 
against power surge, under- voltage conditions. Furthermore, it also solves various problems and 
disadvantages occurring within multivoltage power supply and control systems and integrated 
circuits. 

Price in view of Richter does not clearly teach powering the DAA with telephone line 
power when the detected voltage exceeds a voltage necessary to properly operate the electronic 
device. 

Rousse teaches powering the telephone equipment with telephone line power when the 
detected voltage exceeds a voltage necessary to properly operate the electronic device (the 
switch 7 is closed only when there is a safe voltage level that lays between the over- voltage and 
under- voltage thresholds; col. 3, In. 25-31; col. 4, In. 55-62). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teachings of Rousse into the teachings of Price in view of 
Richter in order to provide an improved under- voltage and over- voltage detections that guard 
electronic circuit against power surge and under-voltage conditions. 

5. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rousse 

(6,41 1,680) in view of Gaudel (Publication No. 2,495,866) as applied to claims 1-5, 7-9, 13-17, 
20 above, and further in view of Horvath (6,204,706). 

Consider claim 21 . Rousse in view of Gaudel does not clearly teach a time delay element 
for delaying of the reset signal. 

Horvath teaches a time delay element for delaying of the reset signal (col. 3, In. 56 to col. 
4, In. 23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teachings of Horvath into the teachings of Rousse in view of 
Gaudel in order to provide an improved under-voltage and over- voltage detections that guard 
electronic circuit against power surge and under-voltage conditions. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 6, 18 are allowed over the prior art of record. 


Response to Arguments 
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7. Applicant's arguments filed 6/8/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments regarding the references cited by the examiner fail to indicate and 
recognize (e.g., conditioning of the tip/ring voltage before detecting the voltage across the 
telephone line prevents a lock up condition that occurs if an electronic circuit, in particular a 
CMOS circuit is powered up by the telephone line improperly) is noted. However, the mere fact 
that the references relied on by the Patent and Trademark Office fail to evince an appreciation of 
the problem identified and solved by applicant is not, standing alone, conclusive evidence of the 
nonobviousness of the claim subject matter. The references may suggest doing, what an 
applicant has done even though workers in the art were ignorant of the existence of the problem. 
See In re Gershon , 152 USPQ 602 (CCPA 1967). Further, where the substance is unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. 103, it is immaterial that applicant may have disclosed an obvious or unobvious 
further purpose or advantage for the substance. See In re Graf , 145 USPQ 197 (CCPA 1965); hi 
re Finsterwalden 168 USPQ 530 (CCPA 1971). And, to select features from the prior art to 
effect results expected from these features is within the purview of 35 U.S.C. 103. See In re 
Skoner, 186 USPQ 80 (CCPA 1975). The fact is that neither applicant invents the concept nor 
structure for conditioning and/or detecting voltage across a telephone line. He may only have 
disclosed an obvious or unobvious further purpose or advantage for the substance. 

Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(b) because they amount to a 
general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out 
how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. 
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Applicant's arguments do not comply with 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(c) because they do not clearly 
point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims present in view of the state of 
the art disclosed by the references cited or the objections made. Further, they do not show how 
the amendments avoid such references or objections. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Due Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-308-7527. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 6:00AM-2:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curtis Kuntz can be reached on 703-305-4708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 197 (toll-free). 

Due Nguyen 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2643 

10/04/04 


